The lore on whether older Americans move is mixed. While the familiar stereotype is that retirees flock to Florida or Arizona, prior studies have found that their home equity rises modestly over time, suggesting that they tend to stay put. This paper examines moving trends, determinants, and consequences using the original cohort of the Health and Retirement Study (HRS). We find that a full 30 percent of homeowners in the HRS cohort move over the 1992-2004 period, but most moves occur close to home. Overall, two types of movers emerge from the analysis -those who affirmatively plan to move and those who react to changing circumstances. As proxies for these two types, this study uses the presence or absence of a negative shock, such as death of a spouse or entry into a nursing home. Our results show that the factors that help determine a move are similar for both groups, while the consequences of a move vary. Homeowners with shocks are more likely to discontinue homeownership and reduce net equity, supporting the hypothesis that households may view housing wealth as insurance against catastrophic events. Finally, while movers in both groups of homeowners experience improvements in psychological well-being, movers with shocks are impacted most by the shocks themselves.
Introduction
The lore on whether older Americans move is mixed. On the one hand, the familiar stereotype of retirement is that people flock to a warm climate such as Florida or Arizona. On the other hand, researchers have found that the home equity of older Americans rises modestly over time, suggesting that they tend to stay put. 1 Moving is an important decision for any homeowner, requiring one to weigh the familiar comforts of a home and neighborhood against the uncertain potential of a new location. A move decision may be even more challenging for an older person. Older people often have a decades-long attachment to their current residence, making them less likely to move. But they may also face new opportunities (ample leisure time) or challenges (the loss of a spouse) that affect their desire or ability to stay where they are. However, to date, researchers have seldom directly addressed the migration patterns of older Americans using nationally representative data. Understanding such patterns can be useful in assessing the social and economic circumstances of the elderly. This paper examines moving trends (how often older households move, where they move, and why they move), models a moving decision, and summarizes economic and psychological consequences of their move decisions using the Health and Retirement Study (HRS).
Previous literature suggests that older households may have different motivations for selling their homes and changing their residences (Walters, 2002) . Some researchers consider a move decision as a well-planned action, such as a move to warm climate areas (Hays and Longino, 2002) or a move in response to fiscal policies, such as local spending on education or property tax rates (Shan, 2008; Farnham and Sevak, 2006) . Others consider a move as a response to some negative shock; for example, a move closer to relatives to be taken care of or to help take care of somebody else, such as parents or grandchildren (Walters, 2002) ; or a move in response to a spouse's entry into a nursing home or a spouse's death Wise, 2002, 2004) . Overall, previous literature and initial analysis of self-reported reasons for moving lead to a hypothesis that movers fall into two broad types: those who affirmatively plan to move ("Planners") and those who react to changing circumstances ("Reactors"). Given the different stated motivations of these movers, the determinants and consequences of their move decisions may vary.
Thus, we split the sample of movers and non-movers into Planners and Reactors using the absence or presence of a negative shock as a proxy for being a Planner or a Reactor.
We then analyze and contrast the determinants and consequences of their move decisions by the type of move.
Our findings generally support the hypothesis of two types of movers. While we can explain very little of the homeowners' decisions to move, we do a better job predicting behavior of the Reactors than of the Planners. This is not surprising given that
Reactors' decisions to move are driven by observed negative shocks rather than unobserved preferences or other unobserved characteristics -such as the local housing market -that tend to drive the decision for Planners. As we would expect, the outcomes for the two types of movers are different. A third of the moving homeowners experiencing negative shocks discontinue homeownership compared to 18 percent of households without shocks. We also observe a reduction in home equity for households that experience a negative shock and move. These two observations support the hypothesis that households perceive housing wealth as insurance against catastrophic events. Finally, while movers in both groups of homeowners experience improvements in psychological well-being, movers with shocks are impacted most by the shocks themselves. These results suggest that the adage "there's no place like home" does not necessarily hold for older households.
The paper is organized as follows. The first section covers trends in migration, such as the prevalence of moving, the geographic locations of the moves, and the selfreported reasons for moving. The second section explores whether these reasons for moving suggest different types of movers and introduces the samples of households used in the analysis. The third section analyzes what characteristics influence a decision to move. The fourth section looks at the extent to which movers discontinue homeownership, and the impact of moving on home equity and on psychological wellbeing. The final section concludes.
I. Trends in Migration
The current knowledge of migration trends of older people is mainly based on data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, which provides very limited information in this area. 2 This study uses the original cohort (individuals born 1931-1941) For any given wave, the sample consists of households that were in that wave and the previous wave. The move indicator variable is based on the distance moved variable from the Cross-Wave Region and Mobility File with some modifications. 5 A move was recorded if the distance moved was greater than zero or if the distance was zero but the year a respondent moved to his current home was consistent with a move since the previous wave. As a final consistency check, households were recorded as moving only if the respondent also reported that the household no longer lived at least part of the year in the same residence as the last wave. Thus, for the numbers reported in this paper, a move is defined by either the distance or year moved variable and whether the residence changed. 6 Because of the coding of the distance variable plus our consistency check requirement of a recorded change in the residence, our migration rates are likely underestimates.
2 To the authors' knowledge, Banks et al (2007) is the only other study to date that provides trends in migration of older Americans using large panel data, the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
3 More information about the Health and Retirement study can be found at: http://hrsonline.isr.umich.edu. 4 At the time of the analysis, the data from the Cross-Wave Region and Mobility File were available through 2004. Since these data are vital for determining a move, the analysis incorporated observations through 2004. 5 This distance variable is constructed based on latitude and longitude. Prior to 1998, any move within a ZIP Code was coded as zero miles moved since latitude and longitude were based on ZIP Code centroids. Distances of moves after 1998 were calculated using miles between two street addresses. Additionally, all moves under a mile were coded as a distance of zero for all waves. 6 The definition of a move is different for wave 2 (1994) because whether the respondent still lives in the residence recorded in the last wave is not available. Figure 1 shows the percentage of households who move between each wave from 1992 to 2004. The average two-year moving rate is about 7 percent for initial homeowners and 23 percent for initial renters. 7 The total moving rate of 10 percent is heavily influenced by the homeowners, who make up the vast majority of households.
How Often Do Older Americans Move?
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While the two-year move rate for homeowners is relatively modest, results from the full time period (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) show that a substantial 30 percent of homeowners moved at least once. 9 These numbers are consistent with the findings of the study by Banks et al. In determining migration patterns and analyzing the determinants and consequences of moving, it is useful to look at homeowners separately for three reasons.
First, homeowners and renters clearly differ in their propensity to move. Homeowners generally have more ties to a particular area and have high moving costs associated with selling a home, which makes them more likely to stay put. Second, in considering the financial consequences of moving in a later section of this paper, homeowners are more relevant given that housing equity is the largest asset for elderly households outside of Social Security. 10 What they do with this equity -enhance it, maintain it, draw it down, or liquidate it -can have significant consequences for their retirement security. A third reason why it is useful to look at homeowners separately is that the psychological consequences of moving for this group may be stronger than for renters. Since homeowners are likely to be more attached to their living environment, changing 7 The homeowner move rates are consistent with other studies. For example, Shan (2008) estimates a 9 percent two-year mobility rate for homeowners over the age of 50 using all cohorts except the Early Baby Boomers in the HRS. Venti and Wise (2004) residences may have a more significant impact on their psychological well-being. For these reasons, previous research has tended to focus solely on homeowners, a practice we will follow in the rest of this paper.
Where Do Older Homeowners Move?
After determining how often homeowners move, the next step is to examine where they move. Again using the distance moved variable from the Cross-Wave Region and Mobility File, Figure 2 shows the percent moving between each wave, decomposed by the distance moved. One striking finding is that the large majority of moves in each wave -nearly 60 percent on average -are short-distance moves of less than 20 miles.
Only about 21 percent are more than 200 miles, undermining the notion of a vast migration from the Frost Belt to the Sun Belt.
Beyond simple distances, the data allow us to estimate more precise geographic patterns in the moves. For households who move, where do they move from or to? 
Why Are Older Homeowners Moving?
Moves may occur for a variety of reasons. Some researchers consider a move decision as a well-planned action, such as a move to warm climate areas (Hays and Longino, 2002) or a move in response to fiscal policies, such as local spending on education or property tax rates (Shan, 2008; Farnham and Sevak, 2006) . Others consider a move as a response to some negative shock, for example, a move closer to relatives to be taken care of or to help take care of somebody else, such as parents or grandchildren (Walters, 2002) or a move in response to a spouse's move to a nursing home or a spouse's death Wise, 2002, 2004) . However, none of these studies report the prevalence of different motives. We use the self-reported reasons for moving that are available in the HRS for respondents who moved since the previous wave to determine the prevalence of these reasons. 12 Classifying these reasons into six categories, Figure 4 shows the most popular reasons for moving. Surprisingly, migration for traditional retirement reasons (e.g. "climate" or "leisure") is only fourth on the list. The most frequently cited type of reason -mentioned by over 25 percent of households -was family-related (e.g. "a change in marital status," which would include death of a spouse).
About one-fifth of households mentioned financial factors (e.g. "smaller or less expensive home"), while a comparable percentage cited a preference to upgrade (e.g. "larger home" or "nicer location"). Less than five percent of respondents listed a health problem as a reason for moving. This finding may be due to the relative youth of this cohort during the observed time period -the maximum possible age of a cohort member is 73 in 2004, the last wave of available data to measure moves.
II. Two Types of Movers
Previous literature on the migration of older people suggests that movers fall into two categories: those who affirmatively plan to move and those who react to changing circumstances. This section considers the characteristics of movers compared to nonmovers, uses self-reported reasons for moving to further explore the hypothesis that movers are of two main types, and describes the sample.
Characteristics of "Planners" vs. "Reactors"
A first step in analyzing moves is to compare the characteristics of non-movers and movers. Surprisingly, with some exceptions, movers and non-movers look very similar in their demographic and financial characteristics as shown in Table 1 . Moving homeowners are only slightly more educated, less likely to be married, and more likely to have a member enter into a nursing home. 13 Movers are more likely to be widowed or divorced. For further insight into movers, Table 1 also summarizes characteristics by self-reported reasons for moving. In assessing the self-reported reasons for moving, two main types of movers seemed to emerge: "Planners" and "Reactors." We define Planners as those who report moving for a better location or home, for retirement, or financial reasons and Reactors as those who cite family or health issues. Splitting the movers into Planners and Reactors clearly shows that the reason for the similarities between movers and non-movers is the fact that we mix two types of movers. Those moving for retirement reasons are more educated, better off financially, more likely to be married, and less likely to be in poor/fair health compared to the other groups. On the other hand, those moving for health or family reasons have the lowest educational attainment level, the highest incidence of poor/fair health, and the lowest level of income and wealth, as measured by Social Security, housing and non-housing wealth. Incidence of being divorced, widowed, or hospitalized is higher among Reactors compared to Planners.
Homeownership discontinuation by self-reported reasons also points to two types of movers. With the exception of the group citing financial reasons, very few among the Planners discontinue homeownership. High homeownership discontinuation among those moving for financial reasons, almost 30 percent, suggests that these people may have received a good offer for their house and may decide to rent while waiting for a good moment to buy another house. However, 40 percent of Reactors decide to rent or choose another arrangement, such as living with relatives. Since initial house values are low for this group, it seems unlikely that these households will continue homeownership,
as it would be difficult for them to find more affordable housing.
Thus, the initial analysis of characteristics of movers by reasons for move supports the hypothesis of two types of movers and finds that those reporting family and 13 Individual characteristics such as education or race/ethnicity are measured for the respondent.
health as primary reasons for moving are more likely to be in poor health, have lower standards of living, and, most importantly, experience negative shocks compared to those reporting retirement, better location/house, or financial reasons. These characteristics suggest that Planners are better positioned to make an affirmative choice when they move, perhaps as part of a well-considered retirement strategy. In contrast, the Reactors' characteristics suggest that they are more likely to be forced to move out of necessity, such as the death of a spouse or their own ill health. Furthermore, these negative shocks may make it more difficult for them to maintain their current home. Since we do not observe propensity to move for different reasons for non-movers, we split the sample of movers and non-movers into "Planners" and "Reactors" using the absence or presence of a negative shock as a proxy for the two types.
Using this framework, we analyze and contrast the determinants and consequences of their move decisions by the type of move in the next two sections.
Study Sample
To conduct the analysis of the determinants and consequences of moving, we use the absence or presence of a negative shock as a proxy, under the expectation that those movers with no shock are similar to the Planners and those with a shock are more like the Reactors. A shock is defined as any of the following recent events:
14  death of a spouse;
 entry into a nursing home;
 hospitalization or much worsened health; or  loss of a job.
The results will be reported for homeowners with and without shocks. In the discussion of the consequences of moving, these two groups will also be broken down into movers and non-movers for a total of four distinct subgroups.
14 These variables, when applicable, also include these events for a spouse. All variables are measured based on these events occurring since the last wave. Households may experience multiple shocks.
III. Determinants of Homeowners' Move Decisions
Numerous factors may influence a move, including age, gender, marital status, race, and education. To test their impact, these factors were included in a regression analysis conducted for the full sample and separately on the two groups in the split sample -households with a shock and those without. We estimated the following probit model:  is an unobserved characteristic that has a normal distribution. In the pooled regression, we implicitly impose a restriction of equal effects of households' characteristics on moving for homeowners in both groups.
The results, as shown in Table 2 , indicate that most of the demographic factors may have similar effects on both types of households, with the exception of age and marital status. 15 However, the hypothesis that demographic characteristics jointly have the same effect for both groups is rejected. 16 Explanatory power for all three models is very low, suggesting that there are many unobserved characteristics driving the migration decision. Interestingly, the explanatory power for the homeowners with shocks is 35 percent more than the explanatory power for the pooled sample, while the explanatory power drops by 40 percent when the sample is limited to homeowners without a shock.
This finding suggests that observed shocks, such as the death of a spouse or their own ill health, determine migration decision for Reactors. However, the move decision for Planners is driven by preferences or other characteristics, such as ability to sell their house or conditions of the local housing market, which are unobserved by researchers.
15 While the estimates of the effect of a change from the 25th percentile to the 75th percentile values of age are negative and of similar magnitudes for the two groups, they are statistically significantly different. The difference in magnitude of the estimates of the effect of being not married is large, but we cannot reject that the effects are the same at a 10 percent level of significance. 16 A Chow test of the pooled regression where variables were interacted with dummies being in shock or no-shock groups does reject the hypothesis that all demographic characteristics jointly have the same effect for both groups at a 10 percent level of significance.
The results accorded well with our basic intuition. Households are more likely to move if they are not married, white, or headed by a college graduate. 18 Being unmarried means more flexibility when making a decision to move as there is no need to accommodate the preferences of two people. The intuition for the impact of race is that white households may be less likely to have large extended families and thus weaker ties to the community than non-white households. Regarding education, college graduates are a mobile group of the population in general -often leaving their homes in early adulthood to go to college and frequently following available jobs across the country.
As noted above, both age and marital status have different impacts on the two types of homeowners, although age is the only effect that is statistically different between the two groups. Homeowners without shocks are slightly less likely to move as they get older relative to homeowners with shocks. This is consistent with the notion that those without shocks would tend to plan a move at younger ages, while homeowners with shocks may have less control over the timing of a move. For single homeowners, experiencing a shock -a health shock for example -may make them more likely to move in order to receive care compared to single homeowners without shocks.
Households with Shocks
For households with shocks, the type of negative shock is expected to have different effects on the probability of moving and thus was included in the regression. As shown in Table 2 , those recently widowed or divorced and those diagnosed with a new health condition have an increased probability of moving. Surprisingly, the other shocks -being hospitalized or reporting worsened health, entering into a nursing home, and losing a job -do not significantly impact the probability of moving in these households with at least one shock. Thus, again, it seems that family structure is a very important factor in these households' decisions to move.
Households without Shocks
Different factors may affect the move decision of households with no observable shock. For households without shocks, an exit from the labor force may be driven by an unobserved shock, particularly by a health shock. Thus we include work status variables only in the model for homeowners with no observable shock. As we would expect, working households are less likely to move, while retiring households are more likely to move. For some of these households with no observable shocks, the moving and retirement decisions have the same meaning.
While no other additional explanatory variables were included in the probability of moving specification for the homeowners without shocks, it is also interesting to compare the self-reported reasons for moving given by these households with those given by households experiencing a shock. As shown in Figure 5 , 26 percent of households moving without a shock cited a better location/house reason -generally consistent with a planned move -as compared to just 15 percent of those with a shock. In contrast, households with a shock were more likely than non-shock households to cite a family or health reason, which tend to suggest an unplanned move. Of course, the interpretation of the self-reported results may be ambiguous in some cases. For example, 2 percent of households without a shock responded that they moved for health reasons. It is possible that a member of these households had a shock prior to the last wave and the move resulted, at least in part, from the cumulative effects of health problems.
IV. The Consequences of Homeowners' Move Decisions
Along with determining how factors affect homeowners' decisions to move, it is also important to consider what happens to older homeowners that move. Again separating households by shock status, this section explores the effect of moving on the decision to downsize in terms of homeownership discontinuation and change in home equity and on psychological well-being.
Decision to downsize: homeownership discontinuation and change in home equity
When a household decides to move, it also has to decide whether to continue being a homeowner, become a renter, or enter into some other form of living arrangement. Some households experiencing a bad health shock may decide to sell their house to cover immediate health care costs or a stay in a nursing home. Indeed, 33
percent of moving homeowners with shocks became renters or entered into some other form of living arrangements, such as living with relatives (see appendix Table A1 ).
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Only 18 percent of moving homeowners without shocks discontinued homeownership.
While some of the renters may choose this state temporarily while searching for a good house to buy, the prevalence of becoming a renter among the group of homeowners moving with shocks suggests that some homeowners may be unable to afford a house any longer. Table 3 presents the marginal effects on the probability of discontinuing homeownership for those who move -for all movers, movers with shocks, and movers without shocks. As expected, single people and households experiencing negative shocks are more likely to discontinue homeownership. Newly divorced homeowners have the highest probability of discontinuing homeownership. While being hospitalized or reporting worsened health does not have a significant effect on moving, this type of shock increases the chance of becoming a renter in the pooled sample of movers. A higher level of Social Security wealth is associated with a lower probability of becoming a renter for people with shocks since higher levels of income may cover additional expenses associated with shocks, such as medical costs.
A high incidence of homeownership discontinuation among households with shocks has two implications. First, these households experience a very large decline in their housing wealth without significant positive change in their financial wealth (see Table A2 ) suggesting that these households may be significantly undermining their retirement income security. Second, becoming a renter or choosing another form of living arrangement may have a negative impact on psychological well-being. Thus, some of the households may be forced to live with their children or other relatives, which may add to the stress associated with the move and shocks that initiated this move.
Households that discontinue homeownership will necessarily decrease their home equity. But for homeowners who move and buy another house, how much home equity to hold is another decision to make. Since the reasons for moving are different for the two types of movers, the change in home equity -the most relevant financial consequence of a move by a homeowner -is also likely to differ. 20 Figure 6 shows how those with and without shocks fared -both movers and non-movers. Those households that moved saw the greatest change in home equity and, interestingly, the type of change varied dramatically by shock status. Movers with a shock saw an average decline in home equity of about $26,000. In contrast, movers without a shock experienced an average increase of nearly $33,000. These findings suggest that the former group may choose to downsize or discontinue homeownership, possibly in response to ill health or the death of a spouse. The latter group, instead, was in a better position to make a planned move to a more expensive home -perhaps in a popular area with better recreational amenities.
These results are consistent with previous research findings that households experiencing the death of a spouse or entry into a nursing home tend to reduce their home equity, while other households increase their equity on average. older homeowners. Previous findings of rising home equity with age and little use of housing equity to support general consumption among older homeowners led some researchers to believe that older households do not move. 22 However, closer examination reveals that older households actually do move, but the increases for some are offset by the reductions for others.
Impact of Moving on Psychological Well-Being
A final question relating to the moves of older homeowners is how does a move influence psychological well-being? Most studies on migration and psychological wellbeing focus on residential satisfaction (Amerigo and Aragones, 1997; and Rojo Perez et al., 2001) . In this paper, we focus on general psychological well-being rather than on residential satisfaction because people can be satisfied (or unsatisfied) with their home, but overall unhappy (or happy) with the decision to move (or not to move). Just as with home ownership, home equity, and other objective life conditions, psychological wellbeing is a useful indicator to assess the consequences of the move. Psychological wellbeing is a widely accepted measure of the enduring and global aspects of subjective wellbeing and is frequently used to assess the degree to which people favorably evaluate the overall quality of their present lives (George, 2006) . The main advantage of measurements of psychological well-being is that they are indicators of "realized" quality of life, whereas measures of home ownership and home equity are indicators of "potential" quality of life (Calvo, Haverstick, and Sass, 2009; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; and Veenhoven, 2009 ).
Previous research addressing psychosocial aspects of moving theorizes that aging at home, without changing residence, maximizes the psychological well-being of older adults (Angus et al., 2005; Bookman, 2008; Gilleard, Hyde, and Higgs, 2007; and Kawachi and Berkman, 2003) . This literature highlights a number of advantages of aging in place over aging out of place. Older adults that continue to live in the same home during older adulthood enjoy familiarity with the house, community, and neighborhood.
They feel more independent, are more socially connected, and experience less stress than 22 Wise (2004, 2002) ; Anderson, French, and Lam (2004); and Fisher et al. (2007) find that average home equity increases by age until the early to mid-70s.
older adults that change to a new residence. In contrast, moving is characterized as a stressful experience that may result in relocation trauma and symptoms of depression, anxiety, distrust, and insecurity.
We argue that the controversy on aging in/out of place should be addressed by differentiating between the two types of movers we identified at the beginning of this paper: planners (households with shocks) and reactors (households without a shock).
Shocks introduce major life changes simultaneously with the move and are known to have a detrimental influence on psychological well-being (Crosnoe and Elder, 2002; Diener, Suh, Lucas, and Smith, 1999; Gallo et al., 2006; and Yang, 2008) . Because households moving without a shock are better positioned to plan the move, we hypothesize that they experience better psychological well-being outcomes compared to those not moving. In contrast, movers that react to a shock such as the death of a spouse have added disruptions in their routines and probably have worse psychological wellbeing outcomes than non-movers.
To test our hypothesis, we created a measure of psychological well-being This result suggests that moving helps improve psychological well-being -even for those households that experience a shock.
These findings seem contradictory to the common sociological notion of aging in place -that older adults maximize their psychological well-being when they remain in their homes (Angus et al., 2005; Bookman, 2008; and Gilleard, Hyde, and Higgs, 2007) .
However, simply comparing the mean changes for these groups of homeowners may not tell the whole story -it is necessary to control for other factors that may influence the changes in these households' well-being. 24 Therefore, we analyzed how a variety of social, economic, and demographic variables -in addition to moving -influence wellbeing, using an ordered logit regression. Furthermore, since negative events may decrease well-being by differing magnitudes in the short-term, indicators for the types of shocks were also included for the group with shocks.  is an unobserved characteristic that has a logistic distribution. Using an ordered logit specification accounts for the ordinal nature of the dependent variable (where the lowest value indicates the greatest deterioration while the largest value indicates the greatest 24 For a review of factors influencing psychological well-being, see Diener, Suh, Lucas, and Smith (1999); and Gallo et al. (2006) . 25 For example, at the time of the event and for the two-year period following the event, Diener, Lucas, and Scollon (2006) find that widowhood has a greater impact on life satisfaction than divorce does while Calvo, Haverstick, and Sass (2007) estimate that the death of a spouse has a larger impact on psychological wellbeing than does a health change.
improvement in well-being) and allows for a non-linear relationship between the change in psychological well-being and the set of characteristics.
The results indicate that moving is still associated with improved well-being for both groups (see Table 4 ) and that the effects are of similar magnitudes. 26 Few other variables have significant impacts on the change in psychological well-being for homeowners without shocks. 27 But for homeowners with shocks, the effect of moving is relatively modest compared to losing a spouse, entering a nursing home, or even becoming divorced. This result that family shocks have the greatest impact on psychological well-being is consistent with other research findings.
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Overall, our results suggest that the adage "there's no place like home" does not necessarily hold for older households. 29 Since the majority of moves are short distances, these results suggest that individuals can change their residence but still enjoy the benefits of aging in place if they remain in a community that provides meaningful connections and a sense of belonging.
V. Conclusion
A significant share of older homeowners move. While, according to the HRS, the two-year move rate is only a modest 7 percent, a full 30 percent move over the 12-year period studied. Most moves are of a relatively short distance, with only a modest indication of Frost Belt to Sun Belt migration.
Previous literature and self-reported reasons for moving lead to a hypothesis that movers fall into two broad types: those who affirmatively plan to move and those who react to changing circumstances. The Planners tend to have higher social and economic 26 The results are also shown for the pooled sample in which the estimates of the effects on the common factors are implicitly restricted to be equal. Running a pooled regression relaxing the restriction of having equal effects for the two groups allows us to test and conclude that they are jointly statistically different at the 10 percent level of significance. 27 In fact, only being not married in the previous wave for both groups and having a college education for the group without shocks have significant effects in the set of socio-economic variables. However, in these cases, the negative effects are most likely driven by the upper truncation of the scale for the dependent variable and the substantial number of married or college-educated households starting at the highest value. 28 Appendix Table A3 reports descriptive statistics for the psychological well-being regression. 29 The idea that there is no place like home is recurrent. For example, see Fisher et al. (2007) and Sabia (2008) .
status and better health than the Reactors, suggesting greater time and flexibility to select a move destination. The Reactors may be more pressed into a move decision by unexpected circumstances.
This paper finds that several factors influence a decision to move -households that are older or have a female head are less likely to move, while those that are unmarried, white, or have a college degree are more likely to move. Households that receive a negative shock, such as divorce or death of a spouse, are more likely to move compared to non-shock households or households with other types of shocks. The findings generally support the notion that older movers can be broadly categorized as either Planners or Reactors, based on whether they experience a negative shock.
The financial and psychological outcomes are different for the two types of movers. In terms of financial outcomes, movers who experience negative shocks are more likely to reduce their housing equity, which indicates that households may use their equity as insurance against catastrophic events Wise 2002, 2004) . Indeed, about a third of the initial homeowners with shocks discontinued homeownership compared to 18 percent among households without shocks, again suggesting that households with shocks are forced to sell their homes and use some of the home equity to cover costs associated with shocks. Similarly, conditional on demographic and financial characteristics, households with shocks are more likely to become renters or choose another form of living arrangement, such as living with relatives, than households without shocks.
Regarding psychological outcomes, as expected, households with shocks tend to experience worsened psychological well-being outcomes compared to those without shocks. However, moving modestly improves psychological well-being in each group but, for homeowners experiencing shocks, these effects are often overshadowed by major shocks such as the death of a spouse. N e w E n g l a n d M i d -A t l a n t i c E a s t N o r t h C e n t r a l W e s t N o r t h C e n t r a l S o u t h A t l a n t i c E a s t S o u t h C e n t r a l W e s t S o u t h C e n t r a l M o u n t a i n P a c i f i c 
